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Presenter
Presentation Notes
24 million people21 million registered vehicles192,000 lane miles254 countiesI know for some of you…the word “Texas” conjures up certain words…..I’m way ahead of you….



VMT Exploratory Study

1. Focus Groups

2. Stakeholder Interviews

3. Technology Panel

4. State DOT Peer Group

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Our Exploratory Study with TTI wrapped up in December 2010. There were 4 components .Focus GroupsStakeholder interviewsTechnology panelState DOT peer group



1. Set a policy 
foundation for a 
pilot

2. Gauge interest, 
preferences, 
understanding

3. Get feedback: 
deployment 
options

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The project had three stated goals. Now these were important because of criticism that TxDOT has taken in the past for not getting public input beforehand and the public’s feeling like something had been SPRUNG on them. Goals were to: Set up a policy foundation as the basis for a pilotGauge the public’s interest VM fees, their preferences for this type of technology, and their understanding of transportation fundingGetting feedback from the public about potential deployment options – odometer reading vs. GPS technology 



Yoakum, TX
Pop. 5,632

• “This will be a nightmare!”

• “Government doesn’t belong in my car!”

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The beautiful metropolis of Yoakum, TX, pop. 5,632Generally older, Caucasian▫Flat opposition to vehicle mileage feesStrong privacy and administration concerns – big government bureaucracyStrong concerns about system costPunishment for rural drivers▫Did not accept notion of future funding crisis“This will be a nightmare.”“Ridiculous….”“Government doesn’t belong in my car!” Those of you who were at last year’s event remember me mentioning this particular quote  because it struck me as funny given – fuel efficiency standards, environmental standards, seat belt laws – already exist. It reminded me of the man who spoke during the healthcare debate and said “keep you government hands off my Medicare.”



Abilene, TX
Pop. 117,063 

“Ignorance is bliss for me. I wouldn't travel as much if I had 
to pay for all of that mileage.”

“I am very old- fashioned, and older drivers will be offended 
simply because it has computers.”

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Still rural population, but more even-keeled. While the understood the reasoning behind VM fees, they still had big technology concerns – older folks won’t use this, added tax on already tough times. 



Laredo, TX
Pop. 236,091 

“Except for the Big Brother thing, this is the best option.”

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Younger, Hispanic audience. ▫Saw potential value in vehicle mileage fee system even if they were opposed to the conceptEnforcement was biggest concernPrivacy concerns also raised▫Accepted that there is looming crisis in transportation funding and financing stemming primarily from future non-payers (electric vehicles)“(You) seem to be reinventing the wheel.” If you’re doing odometer, why not just raise fees and charge everyone same amount. Same issue as Abilene – adding a tax on already tough times. “Except for the Big Brother thing, this is the best option



Corpus Christi, TX 
Pop. 305,215

“The police might like this because they could track you.”

“The concern for me is how long and reliable these things 
are. If it breaks will your car get disabled?”

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Diverse group, largest group. Good discussion and offered lots of suggestions – taxing at point of a vehicle’s sale based on future estimated mileage of the vehicle. Not big privacy concerns. Big enforcement concerns. How are you going to make people do this? Too complicated, too many cars. 



Dallas, TX
Pop. 1,197,816   

“Texans do not like their privacy 
invaded… it’s a cultural thing.”

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Most racially diverse group▫Also saw potential value in vehicle mileage fees, but did not think any system would really be workableEnforcement and system cost were biggest issuesThe simpler, the betterThe more options, the better▫Best to target vehicle mileage fees on electric vehicles“The idea is good.”“Kind of neat…”“Texans do not like their privacy invaded… it’s a cultural thing.” Dallas had no privacy concerns, but predicted statewide concerns. Dallas has the most experience with toll roads. 



• Public does not understand transportation finance or needs 
• 4 roots of opposition (privacy,  cost, bureaucracy,  enforcement)
• Texas public: simple model, target EVs first, address “fair share”

Presenter
Presentation Notes
So coming out of the focus groups: the big elephant in the room was Public lacks understanding of transportation finance▫ Biggest concerns were what we’ve heard today – privacy, cost, adding new bureaucracy” and skepticism about enforcement•The Texas public spoke pretty clearly – simple approach would be best, target electric vehicles first(as they were seen as the nonpayers) and take care of the fairness issue – how to do you enforce a fee like this? 



Stakeholder Opinions
•Vision for future
•State of funding 
•VM fee concept
•Barriers
•Outreach strategy

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Master list of 80 transportation stakeholders. 15 selected at random▫Chambers of Commerce, MPOs, Transportation Assoc., Assoc. of Counties, general road user advocacy, trucking groups, construction industry representatives…•10 legislative representatives -- 5 state reps and 5 state senatorsTTI talked to them to get their opinions about several topics – their visions for the future of transportation, the present state of transportation funding, their opinions about VM fee concept, barriers to implementation, and potential outreach strategies.  



3. Technology
Panel

GPS-based
solutions

Data mgmt.
services

Tolling
solutions

Distance-
Based
Insurance

Mapping 
Services

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Our technology panel was a web-based forum where we brought together representatives from several entities – mapping services, distance-based insurance companies, tolling companies, etc. to put before them several of the concerns that the public and stakeholders brought forward and to solicit their responses and potential solutions. 



Questions for Panel:

• Technology options?
• Value-added services available?
• Solving implementation issues?

• Panel conclusion: public 
concerns can be addressed 
through policy and technology

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Questions we asked the panel:Possible technology optionsWhat value-added services might be available?How they might solve the implementation barriers? The resounding response from the tech. experts was that all the issues had potential policy or technology solutions.  



VA

4. State DOT Peer Group

Peer DOT 
members

I-95 
Coalition 
members

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The 8 states in orange were states that came together and were very active on the calls, sharing information about their projects, posing questions to each other, learning best practices getting updates about about what was going on around the country. The states in blue were also involved in the peer group through their membership in the I-95 Coalition on the East Coast. 



Findings

What TTI Heard
+ “Fix current system first!”
+ “What gas tax?”
+ “Funding  problem?”
+ “VM fees won’t work!”
+ Public distrust of gov’t
+ “Fair share, privacy, cost”

= NO VM fees in Texas
(…at least not now)

Presenter
Presentation Notes
What TTI heard was fix the current system first, there’s little understanding about the gas tax, doubt that this system would work, widespread distrust of government – about handling their personal data, not using the data for nefarious tracking  purposes, and spending their money wiselyConclusion was – no VM fees in Texas…at least not now. 



Recommendations

1. EV-based pilot that would 
address public concerns

2. Supplement the gas tax
3. Establish baseline admin. 

costs
4. Address enforcement –

collecting fees from out-of-
state drivers

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Recommendations that came out of the TTI study based on this input: An EV-based pilot might best address some of those concerns because the public sees EVs as nonpayers and ‘everyone paying their fair share” was an argument that really resonated.A VM fee that supplemented the gas tax would work. We have to establish some baseline administrative costs – that’s important because when you’re talking about a new system, the first question from everyone’s mouth was – how much will this cost? \Must address enforcement issue – how do you collect fees from out of state drivers. 



December 2010 March 2010 April 2011
•TTI presents study 
findings to TX Trans. 
Comm.
•Commission 
requests future 
update on other 
states and examples 
of pilots

HB 1669 filed in TX 
House

•TTI updates Comm. 
on state & national 
activities
• Battelle highlights 
its Road Fee Test 
project with MnDOT



HB 1669 (Introduced)
1.DMV would establish a VM fee pilot for 

registered EVs in 2011,  requested 
recommendations by 10/1/2012, end 
program in 2013.

2.Pilot must provide two options:  
odometer model or an installed unit

3.DMV rule would establish technology to 
be used, fee amount, fee collection, & 
participation incentives

4.DMV pilot would consider issues of  
efficiency, revenue generation/stability, 
fairness, and privacy 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
As introduced, HB 1669, Called for the Texas DMV establishe VM fee pilot for registered EVs (9/1/2012 – 9/1/2013)Pilot to use odometer model or optional GPS installedDMV would set the technology (fee collection, partipation incentives)DMV would set fee amt. taking into consideration -- efficiency, revenue generation/stability, fairness, privacy issues)



1.TxDOT, DMV, DPS, Comptroller would set 
VM fee admin. framework & participation 
incentives

2.Pilot is limited to EVs & hybrids in D/FW 
area. Pilot lasts from 1/1/2012 to 7/15/2012

3.Optional participation available to first 
1,000 persons eligible

4.Mileage determined by odometer reading 

Status: Pending in Committee

HB 1669 (Substitute)

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The Committee substitute however – Called for DMV to work with TxDOT, DPS, and Comptroller set VM framework & participation incentivesPilot limited DFW area from 1/1/2012 to 7/15/2012Participation limited to first 1,000 eligible EVsPilot will use odometer model onlyUnfortunately, it was left pending in Calendars Committee because the chairman of that committee is against the VM fee idea. 



What’s ahead: Keep going!
1. Establish an administrative 

framework for a potential  VM fee 
implementation 

2. Continue monitoring activities in 
other states

3. Continue DOT peer group 
discussions

Presenter
Presentation Notes
What’s ahead – keep going. TxDOT is fixing to begin Phase 2 of this study: Further develop odometer modelUpdate other state activitiesContinue DOT peer group



Presenter
Presentation Notes
The takeaway from this study was – simple… use simple words, use a simple model. Neither the public nor legislators like complicated. Nobody likes what they don’t understand. If they can’t understand it, they can’t communicate it. Legislators can’t communicate it to their voters in simple language and the voters themselves, some of your best spokesman, can’t communicate it to their neighbors. In the focus groups, even the ones who might have understood the concept, I would not necessarily trust to go out and communicate it to their friends and neighbors.  



Simplicity

• Remember: for 
whose sake is the 
simplicity of the 
model designed?

• “Easy for us” does 
not equal “easy for 
the customer.”

Presenter
Presentation Notes
People think simple = easy.Inertia is “easy”“Easy for us” does not always mean it’s “easy for the customer”And I will leave you with one question when you are designing these models and having this discussion – for whose sake is the simplicity designed…for us or for them?
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